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DETAILED ACTION 

Drawings 

1. Figures 1 and 2 should be designated by a legend such as --Prior 
Art-- because only that which is old is illustrated. See MPEP 
§ 608.02(g). Corrected drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) 
are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement 
Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 1.84(c)) so as not to 
obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not 
accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed 
of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the 
basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 1-5 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yanamoto (2003/0047744) further in view of Flynn 
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et al. 2005/0167697 further in view of D'Evelyn et al. (2002/0155634) 
Please note that Flynn et al. 2005/0167697 is a publication of a US 
national stage application of a PCT, said PCT published in English and 
claiming priority to a provisional US application filed 4/30/02. 

Regarding Claim 1, Yanamoto discloses a light emitting device 
where in Figs. 8 and 10 it is disclosed a substrate 101; a GaN-based 
semiconductor layer, disposed on the substrate, wherein the GaN- 
based semiconductor layer comprises a first protrusion portion having 
a top surface facing away from the substrate, wherein the GaN-based 
semiconductor layer comprising: a nucleation layer/buffer layer 102, 
disposed on the substrate 101; an ohmic contact layer 103, disposed 
on the nucleation layer 102, wherein the ohmic contact layer 
comprises a second protrusion portion; an active layer 107, disposed 
on the second protrusion portion, wherein the first protrusion portion 
is constructed by the second protrusion portion of the ohmic contact 
layer and the active layer; a high-resistivity GaN-based 
interlayer/current strangulation layer 204 for reducing leakage current 
(for a discussion of how current strangulation layer reduces leakage 
current please see Yanamoto's related paten application 
2003/0047744 included in the 892 Form. Specifically, paragraph 0047 
discloses the leakage current reduction), disposed on the first 
protrusion portion of the GaN-based semiconductor layer, and a 
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material of the GaN-based interlayer comprising AlInGaN (paragraph 
0047) a first electrode 120, disposed on the GaN-based 
interlayer/current strangulation layer; and a second electrode 121 
disposed on a portion of the GaN-based semiconductor layer except for 
the first protrusion portion. 

Regarding Claim 2, Yanamoto discloses a first bond-pad (not 
shown in Fig.) is located on first electrode 120. 

Regarding Claim 3, Yanamoto discloses a second bond-pad (not 
shown in Fig) is located on second electrode 121. 

Regarding Claim 4, Yanamoto's disclosed substrate is sapphire 
(paragraphs 0004 and 0049). 

Regarding Claim 5, Yanamoto's disclosed interlayer/current 
strangulation layer 204 is ion implanted with n-type impurity a shown 
in paragraph 0047. 

Regarding Claim 10, Yanamoto's disclosed electrodes are formed 
of Ti/AI as shown in paragraph 0086. 

Yanamoto fails to disclose the required Schottky contact and the 
high resistivity layer covering the entire top surface of the protrusion. 
However, Flynn et al. disclose a high voltage switching devices where 
in paragraphs 0118, 0127, Figs. 2A, 6A 10 and in claim 7, Schottky 
contact is formed between the lowly doped/high resistivity GaN based 
layer and the contact/electrode. Furthermore, D'evelyn et al. disclose 
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a gallium nitride photodetector where in Fig. 4, high 
resistivity/insulating layer 302 covers entire surface of the protrusion 
314. 

It would have been obvious to one of having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to include the required 
Schottky contact and the required high resistivity/insulating structure 
in Yanamoto as disclosed by Flynn et al. and D'evelyn et al. for speed 
and reliability purposes. 

The Schottky contact structure in applicant's claims 1-5 and 10 
do not distinguish over the Flynn et al. reference regardless of the 
functions allegedly performed by the claimed device, because only the 
device per se is relevant, not the recited function of applying a 
reversed bias to the GaN based semiconductor layer through the first 
electrode and the second electrode. 

Note that functional language in a device claim is directed to the 
device per se, no matter which of the device's functions is referred to 
in the claim. Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 
1464, 1469, 15 USPQ2d 1525, 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990) ("[Apparatus 
claims cover what a device is, not what a device does" [emphasis in 
original]), makes it clear that it is the patentability of the device per se 
which must be determined in a "functional language" claim and not the 
patentability of the function, and that an old or obvious device alleged 
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to perform a new function is not patentable as a device, whether 
claimed in "functional language" terms or not. Note that this caselaw 
makes clear that in such cases applicant has the burden of showing 
that a prior art device that appears reasonably capable of performing 
the allegedly novel function is in fact incapable of doing so. See In re 
King, 231 USPQ 136 (Fed. Cir, 1986) ("It did not suffice merely to 
assert that [the cited prior art] does not inherently achieve [the 
claimed function], challenging the PTO to prove the contrary by 
experiment or otherwise. The PTO is not equipped to perform such 
tasks") and In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252, 1254, 195 USPQ 430, 433 
(CCPA 1977) (claiming a new use, new function or unknown property 
which is inherently present in the prior art does not necessarily make 
the claim patentable). See MPEP § 2114. 

In Ex parte Smith, 83 USPQ2d 1509 (Bd. Pat. App. & Int. 2007, 
PRECEDENTIAL), the Board found, "There is nothing in the 
Specification to indicate that the [property] necessary to render the 
[claimed structure] [capable of the clamed function] is anything more 
than the inherent result of constructing the [claimed structure] of 
standard materials in accordance with claim 35's other limitations, 
which are expressly disclosed in [the prior art]." The Board held, "We 
thus agree with the Examiner that a prima facie case of anticipation is 
established by [the prior art]. Because the Appellant presented no 
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evidence to overcome the Examiner's finding of the inherent ability of 
[the prior art's] [structure] to [perform the clamed function], she 
failed to meet her burden to overcome that prima facie case. We 
therefore find that claim 35 is anticipated by [the prior art]." The 
Board cited In re King for the proposition that "[A] prima facie case of 
anticipation [may be] based on inherency," and In re Best for the 
proposition that "Where, as here, the claimed and prior art products 
are identical or substantially identical, or are produced by identical or 
substantially identical processes, the PTO can require an applicant to 
prove that the prior art products do not necessarily or inherently 
possess the characteristics of his claimed product," in support if its 
holding. See Ex parte Smith, 83 USPQ2d 1509, 1514 (Bd. Pat. App. & 
Int. 2007). Applicant will please note that the fact one could 
reasonably expect the prior art to perform the recited function was 
enough to support a prima facie finding that the device claimed by 
virtue of the recital of said function was identical to (or obvious in view 
of, as the case may be) the prior art device. 

In this case it is reasonable to assume that Flynn et al.'s device 
is capable of applying a reversed bias to the GaN based semiconductor 
layer through the first electrode and the second electrode, because a 
comparison of Applicant's specification to Flynn et al.'s disclosure 
reveals that Flynn et al. discloses a device having a GaN based 
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semiconductor layer, first electrode, and second electrode that are 
apparently identical to the GaN based semiconductor layer, first 
electrode, and second electrode Applicant describes as being capable 
of performing the function of applying a reversed bias to the GaN 
based semiconductor layer through the first electrode and the second 
electrode. 

Because it is reasonable to assume that assume that Flynn et 
al.'s device is capable of performing the claimed function, the burden 
shifts to Applicants to show the contrary. Applicants' burden regarding 
the functional language used to describe the Schottky contact 
structure is to produce evidence showing, as a matter of fact, that 
Flynn et al.'s device is not capable of performing the claimed function. 
See MPEP § 2114. 

2. Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yanamoto (2003/0047744) in view of Flynn et al. 
(2005/0167697), as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
D'Evelyn et al. (2004/0124435) further in view of D'Evelyn et al. 
(2002/0155634) 

Yanamoto discloses a light emitting device where in Figs. 8 and 
10 it is disclosed a substrate 101; a GaN-based semiconductor layer, 
disposed on the substrate, wherein the GaN-based semiconductor 
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layer comprises a first protrusion portion, wherein the GaN-based 
semiconductor layer comprising: a nucleation layer/buffer layer 102, 
disposed on the substrate 101; an ohmic contact layer 103, disposed 
on the nucleation layer 102, wherein the ohmic contact layer 
comprises a second protrusion portion; an active layer 107, disposed 
on the second protrusion portion, wherein the first protrusion portion 
is constructed by the second protrusion portion of the ohmic contact 
layer and the active layer; a high-resistivity GaN-based 
interlayer/current strangulation layer 204 for reducing leakage current, 
(for a discussion of how current strangulation layer reduces leakage 
current please see Yanamoto's related paten application 
2003/0047744 included in the 892 Form. Specifically, paragraph 0047 
discloses the leakage current reduction), disposed on the first 
protrusion portion of the GaN-based semiconductor layer, and a 
material of the GaN-based interlayer comprising AlInGaN (paragraph 
0047) a first electrode 120, disposed on the GaN-based 
interlayer/current strangulation layer; and a second electrode 121 
disposed on a portion of the GaN-based semiconductor layer except for 
the first protrusion portion. Yanamoto fails to disclose the required 
type of active/semiconductor, nucleation/buffer and 
contact/clad/cladding layer of AlInGN type, the required Schottky 
contact configuration and the required high resistivity/insulating layer. 
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However, D'Evelyn et al.( x 435) disclose a gallium nitride based 
electronic devices where in paragraphs 0026, 0048 and 0055, AlInGaN 
based semiconductor/ active, nucleation/buffer and contact/clad layers 
are disclosed. Furthermore, D'Evelyn et al. ('634) disclose a 
photodetector structure where in Fig. 4, high resistivity/insulating 
layer 302 is located on entire portion of protrusion 314 

Regarding Claim 7, a nucleation layer/buffer layer is disclosed in 
paragraph 0048 of D'Evelyn et al. 

Regarding Claim 8, a contact/clad layer is disclosed in paragraph 
0055 of D'Evelyn et al. 

Regarding Claim 9, a semiconductor/active layer is disclosed in 
paragraph 0026 of D'Evelyn et al. 

Furthermore, in paragraphs 0118, 0127, Figs. 2A, 6A 10 and in 
claim 7 of Flynn et al. , disclosed that Schottky contact is formed 
between the lowly doped/high resistivity GaN based layer and the 
contact/electrode. 

The Schottky contact structure in applicant's claims 7-9 do not 
distinguish over the Flynn et al. reference regardless of the functions 
allegedly performed by the claimed device, because only the device 
per se is relevant, not the recited function of applying a reversed bias 
to the GaN based semiconductor layer through the first electrode and 
the second electrode. 
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Note that functional language in a device claim is directed to the 
device per se, no matter which of the device's functions is referred to 
in the claim. Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 
1464, 1469, 15 USPQ2d 1525, 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990) ("[Apparatus 
claims cover what a device is, not what a device does" [emphasis in 
original]), makes it clear that it is the patentability of the device per se 
which must be determined in a "functional language" claim and not the 
patentability of the function, and that an old or obvious device alleged 
to perform a new function is not patentable as a device, whether 
claimed in "functional language" terms or not. Note that this caselaw 
makes clear that in such cases applicant has the burden of showing 
that a prior art device that appears reasonably capable of performing 
the allegedly novel function is in fact incapable of doing so. See In re 
King, 231 USPQ 136 (Fed. Cir, 1986) ("It did not suffice merely to 
assert that [the cited prior art] does not inherently achieve [the 
claimed function], challenging the PTO to prove the contrary by 
experiment or otherwise. The PTO is not equipped to perform such 
tasks") and In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252, 1254, 195 USPQ 430, 433 
(CCPA 1977) (claiming a new use, new function or unknown property 
which is inherently present in the prior art does not necessarily make 
the claim patentable). See MPEP § 2114. 
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In Ex parte Smith, 83 USPQ2d 1509 (Bd. Pat. App. & Int. 2007, 
PRECEDENTIAL), the Board found, "There is nothing in the 
Specification to indicate that the [property] necessary to render the 
[claimed structure] [capable of the clamed function] is anything more 
than the inherent result of constructing the [claimed structure] of 
standard materials in accordance with claim 35's other limitations, 
which are expressly disclosed in [the prior art]." The Board held, "We 
thus agree with the Examiner that a prima facie case of anticipation is 
established by [the prior art]. Because the Appellant presented no 
evidence to overcome the Examiner's finding of the inherent ability of 
[the prior art's] [structure] to [perform the clamed function], she 
failed to meet her burden to overcome that prima facie case. We 
therefore find that claim 35 is anticipated by [the prior art]." The 
Board cited In re King for the proposition that "[A] prima facie case of 
anticipation [may be] based on inherency," and In re Best for the 
proposition that "Where, as here, the claimed and prior art products 
are identical or substantially identical, or are produced by identical or 
substantially identical processes, the PTO can require an applicant to 
prove that the prior art products do not necessarily or inherently 
possess the characteristics of his claimed product," in support if its 
holding. See Ex parte Smith, 83 USPQ2d 1509, 1514 (Bd. Pat. App. & 
Int. 2007). Applicant will please note that the fact one could 
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reasonably expect the prior art to perform the recited function was 
enough to support a prima facie finding that the device claimed by 
virtue of the recital of said function was identical to (or obvious in view 
of, as the case may be) the prior art device. 

In this case it is reasonable to assume that Flynn et al.'s device 
is capable of applying a reversed bias to the GaN based semiconductor 
layer through the first electrode and the second electrode, because a 
comparison of Applicant's specification to Flynn et al.'s disclosure 
reveals that Flynn et al. discloses a device having a GaN based 
semiconductor layer, first electrode, and second electrode that are 
apparently identical to the GaN based semiconductor layer, first 
electrode, and second electrode Applicant describes as being capable 
of performing the function of applying a reversed bias to the GaN 
based semiconductor layer through the first electrode and the second 
electrode. 

Because it is reasonable to assume that assume that Flynn et 
al.'s device is capable of performing the claimed function, the burden 
shifts to Applicants to show the contrary. Applicants' burden regarding 
the functional language used to describe the Schottky contact 
structure is to produce evidence showing, as a matter of fact, that 
Flynn et al.'s device is not capable of performing the claimed function. 
See MPEP § 2114. 
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It would have been obvious to one of having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to include the required active, 
nucleation, contact layers, the required Schottky contact structure and 
the high resistivity/insulating layer in Yanamoto as taught by D'Evelyn 
et al. (M35), Flynn et al., and D'Evelyn et al. C634), respectively, in 
order to have a ease of manufacture since the current strangulation 
layer/high resistivity layer of Yanamoto is also AlInGaN based layer 
and for speed purposes. 

3. Claims 11, 14-17, 19 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Yanamoto (2003/0047744) in view 
of D'Evelyn et al. (2004/0124435), D'Evelyn et al. (2002/0155634) 
,and Flynn et al. (2005/0167697). 

Regarding Claim 11, Yanamoto discloses a light emitting device 
where in Figs. 8 and 10 it is disclosed a substrate 101; a GaN-based 
semiconductor layer, disposed on the substrate, wherein the GaN- 
based semiconductor layer comprises a first protrusion portion, 
wherein the GaN-based semiconductor layer comprising: a nucleation 
layer/buffer layer 102, disposed on the substrate 101; an ohmic 
contact layer 103, disposed on the nucleation layer 102, wherein the 
ohmic contact layer comprises a second protrusion portion; an active 
layer 107, disposed on the second protrusion portion, wherein the first 
protrusion portion is constructed by the second protrusion portion of 
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the ohmic contact layer and the active layer; a high-resistivity GaN- 
based interlayer 204, disposed on the first protrusion portion of the 
GaN-based semiconductor layer, and a material of the GaN-based 
interlayer comprising AlInGaN (paragraph 0047) a first electrode 120, 
disposed on the GaN-based interlayer/current strangulation layer 204 
for reducing leakage current (for a discussion of how current 
strangulation layer reduces leakage current please see Yanamoto's 
related patent application 2003/0047744 included in the 892 Form. 
Specifically, paragraph 0047 discloses the leakage current reduction), 
and a second electrode 121 disposed on a portion of the GaN-based 
semiconductor layer except for the first protrusion portion. 

Regarding Claim 14, in Yanamoto, first bond-pad (not shown in 
Fig.) is located on first electrode 120. 

Regarding Claim 15, in Yanamoto, second bond-pad (not shown 
in Fig) is located on second electrode 121. 

Regarding Claim 16, in Yanamoto, substrate is sapphire 
(paragraphs 0004 and 0049). 

Regarding Claim 17, in Yanamoto, interlayer/current 
strangulation layer 204 is ion implanted with n-type impurity a shown 
in paragraph 0047. 

Regarding Claim 21, Yanamoto's electrodes are formed of Ti/AI 
as shown in paragraph 0086. 
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D'Evelyn et al. M35 disclose a gallium nitride based electronic 
devices where in paragraphs 0026, 0048 and 0055, AlInGaN based 
semiconductor/active nucleation/buffer and contact/clad layers are 
disclosed. Furthermore, in Fig. 2 of De'Evelyn et al. '634 a 
photodetector device having interlaced finger shaped electrodes is 
disclosed. Further, Flynn et al. in paragraphs 0118, 0127, Figs. 2A, 6A 
10 discloses a Schottky contact formed between low-doped/high 
resistivity GaN based layer and a contact/electrode. 

The Schottky contact structure in applicant's claims 11, 14-17, 
19, and 21 does not distinguish over the Flynn et al. reference 
regardless of the functions allegedly performed by the claimed device, 
because only the device per se is relevant, not the recited function of 
applying a reversed bias to the GaN based semiconductor layer 
through the first electrode and the second electrode. 

Note that functional language in a device claim is directed to the 
device per se, no matter which of the device's functions is referred to 
in the claim. Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 
1464, 1469, 15 USPQ2d 1525, 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990) ("[Apparatus 
claims cover what a device is, not what a device does" [emphasis in 
original]), makes it clear that it is the patentability of the device per se 
which must be determined in a "functional language" claim and not the 
patentability of the function, and that an old or obvious device alleged 
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to perform a new function is not patentable as a device, whether 
claimed in "functional language" terms or not. Note that this caselaw 
makes clear that in such cases applicant has the burden of showing 
that a prior art device that appears reasonably capable of performing 
the allegedly novel function is in fact incapable of doing so. See In re 
King, 231 USPQ 136 (Fed. Cir, 1986) ("It did not suffice merely to 
assert that [the cited prior art] does not inherently achieve [the 
claimed function], challenging the PTO to prove the contrary by 
experiment or otherwise. The PTO is not equipped to perform such 
tasks") and In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252, 1254, 195 USPQ 430, 433 
(CCPA 1977) (claiming a new use, new function or unknown property 
which is inherently present in the prior art does not necessarily make 
the claim patentable). See MPEP § 2114. 

In Ex parte Smith, 83 USPQ2d 1509 (Bd. Pat. App. & Int. 2007, 
PRECEDENTIAL), the Board found, "There is nothing in the 
Specification to indicate that the [property] necessary to render the 
[claimed structure] [capable of the clamed function] is anything more 
than the inherent result of constructing the [claimed structure] of 
standard materials in accordance with claim 35's other limitations, 
which are expressly disclosed in [the prior art]." The Board held, "We 
thus agree with the Examiner that a prima facie case of anticipation is 
established by [the prior art]. Because the Appellant presented no 
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evidence to overcome the Examiner's finding of the inherent ability of 
[the prior art's] [structure] to [perform the clamed function], she 
failed to meet her burden to overcome that prima facie case. We 
therefore find that claim 35 is anticipated by [the prior art]." The 
Board cited In re King for the proposition that "[A] prima facie case of 
anticipation [may be] based on inherency," and In re Best for the 
proposition that "Where, as here, the claimed and prior art products 
are identical or substantially identical, or are produced by identical or 
substantially identical processes, the PTO can require an applicant to 
prove that the prior art products do not necessarily or inherently 
possess the characteristics of his claimed product," in support if its 
holding. See Ex parte Smith, 83 USPQ2d 1509, 1514 (Bd. Pat. App. & 
Int. 2007). Applicant will please note that the fact one could 
reasonably expect the prior art to perform the recited function was 
enough to support a prima facie finding that the device claimed by 
virtue of the recital of said function was identical to (or obvious in view 
of, as the case may be) the prior art device. 

In this case it is reasonable to assume that Flynn et al.'s device 
is capable of applying a reversed bias to the GaN based semiconductor 
layer through the first electrode and the second electrode, because a 
comparison of Applicant's specification to Flynn et al.'s disclosure 
reveals that Flynn et al. discloses a device having a GaN based 
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semiconductor layer, first electrode, and second electrode that are 
apparently identical to the GaN based semiconductor layer, first 
electrode, and second electrode Applicant describes as being capable 
of performing the function of applying a reversed bias to the GaN 
based semiconductor layer through the first electrode and the second 
electrode. 

Because it Is reasonable to assume that assume that Flynn et 
al.'s device is capable of performing the claimed function, the burden 
shifts to Applicants to show the contrary. Applicants' burden regarding 
the functional language used to describe the Schottky contact 
structure is to produce evidence showing, as a matter of fact, that 
Flynn et al.'s device is not capable of performing the claimed function. 
See MPEP § 2114. 

It would have been obvious to one of having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to include D'Evelyn et al. M35's 
AlInGaN based semiconductor/ active nucleation/buffer, contact/clad 
layers interlaced finger shaped electrodes and Flynn et al.'s Schottky 
contact structure in Yanamoto device, in order to have a 
semiconductor device with compact size since interlaced finger shaped 
electrodes provide an optimum electrode configuration without taking 
space and for speed purposes. 

Conclusion 
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4. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of 
rejection presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION 
IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of 
the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to 
expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the 
event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of 
this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the 
end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to FAZLI 
ERDEM whose telephone number is (571)272-1914. The examiner can 
normally be reached on M - F 8:00 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Sue Purvis can be reached on 
(571) 272-1236. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) 
system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for 
unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866- 
217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571- 
272-1000. 

FE 

October 30, 2008 
/Sue A Purvis/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2826 



